As a result of reductions in the nuclear arsenal, large quantities of plu-totttum are no longer needed for military purposes and thus are not an asset in military terms. Is plutonium an economic asset, given its substantial energy content, and the large sunk costs of its production? The current nuclear fuels market is dominated by the fuel needs of light-water reactors (LWRs), Pltttonium oxide could in principle be mixed with depleted or natural uranium oxide to make a mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel that could be used in LWRs, instead of the low-enriched tararji-ain <LBU) fuel they generally use (see Chapter 6), Whether such a substitution is econom&aEy competitive in the ease of weapons plutprjdum depejids on the costs of several commodities, including uranium, emichfrieift^iBW'fael fabrication, conversion of pluto-
Estimates of the current and future prices for all of these vary considerably Plutonium's radiological fosdcity requires special handling, and its usability as a weapons material imposes stringent security and safeguards requirements, maJdng the cost of MOX fuel fabrication several times pejaertbari the cost of L$0 :r|iel fabrication. No operational MOX fabricate pknfe exisf; in eit&er fhe United^ -States or Russia,^ so the capital cost of braiding such a plant or modifying existing facilities' for this purpose must be inducted hi the cost of MOX fabrication. The mairTquestion is whether *&s/eT ptetonium, whose*®© Javolv^d both this higher fabrication cost and the cost of converting pluttfniuk metal to oxide, would be cheaper to use as fiei 4aiit«^niwtiiriat l^adHp]b6 mipted^iid ermclied; After examining the
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